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REM4EKS 

Claims 1-3! and 37-42 are pending in the current applicatioa. Claims I, 7, 14, 19, 25, 32 
and 37-41 are independent claims. Claims 32-36 have been withdrawn. Claims 42 is added by 
this Preliminary Amendment, with support for claims 42 present at least within [0028j-[0029] 
and Table 1 of the Specification. 
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of Applicant's response of 1 1/05/2008 as wel l as the presently filed Amendments. 

Response to Examiner's comments in the 12/1/2008 Advisory Action 
The H\ armour bo" j i L> maintained his position in the ] 2 l 300S Advisory 
i > e Examiner is making conclusions based on hypothetical 

scenarios not disclosed in the Lmdskog reference. 

As an initial matter, the Examiner appears to agree with Applicant's position that 
Lindskog only teaches assigning codes or sub-codes to mobile stations upon request (e.g.,. "[tjhe 
channel resource handler as taught by Lmdskog, allocates code in response to received channel 
requests", Page 2 of the 12/1/2008 Advisory Action). The Examiner's conclusion that "[i]t 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art that a second request from a 
subscriber station would be treated as a second channel request . . . [and] [djependent upon the 
resources available ... the sub-code assigned could be a derivative of the first code and be 
assigned to the second channel to the first subscriber station' (e.g., Page 2 of the 12/1/2008 
Advisory Action). 

applicant notes t . 5 pt, in fact, disclose receiving multiple channel 

requests from a obile stations - pothetiea < r 

the Lindskog reference, but rather from the Examiner, in hindsight. Likewise, the Examiner's 
assumption that there am available resources tor allocation in response to the hypothetical second 
channel request is yet another hypothetical scenario, as Lmdskog does not disclose the assumed 
\v !£ deal cej .ark 
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disclosed in the cited reference, for example, the Examiner provides no support for why a 
mobile station in Lmdskog would send multiple channel requests? 
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Likewise, there is no teach igth I I sspond to a second channel request 

from the same mobile station by "assigning a second sob-code derived from fee first code to 
support a supplemental channel to the second subscriber starion" Rather, .Lindskog could 
alternatively assign a sub-code from an othe -wise r see code o cou d i Iocs s an* th< r i m sed 
code altogether. In any case, no such embodiment is actually disclosed in Lindskog, so 
Lindskog is silent on the matter. 

in view of the above remarks. Applicant respectfully requests m indication of allowance 
fot the >resen ipplic uion 

SUMMARY 

Claims 1-31 and 37-41 remain rejected under 35 U.8.C. § 103(a) as being allegedly 
unpatentable ever U.S. Publication No. 2006 0120322 ("Lindskog") in view of U.S. Patent No. 
! ! 62 er") Applicant once again traverses this rejection. Applicant expressly 

itainsthei asons irori the prioi espo oei 1 k Date on the record feu Applicant has 
sot conceded any of the previous positions' relative to the maintained rejections. For brevity, 
Applicant expressly incorporates the prior arguments presented in the April 29, 2008 response 
without a literal rendition of those arguments in this response. 

For at least the foregoing reasons and the reasons set forth in Applicant's responses of 
April ! 9, 2008 and November 5, 2008, it is respectfully submitted that claims 1-31 and 37-41 are 
distinguishable over the applied art. The remaining dependent claims as - ' m at least by 
virtue of their dependency on the above-identified independent claims. See MPE? § 2143.01. 
Moreover, these claims recite additional subject matter, which is not suggested by the documents 
taken either alone or m combination. 

Therefore, it is respectfully submitted that the rejection be withdrawn and that the claims 
. • lowed 
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CONCLUSION 



In light of the amendments contained jbereip. Applicants submit that the application is in 
condition fo 1< i e, for which ! i st< d 

Please charge any lees or overpayments that may be due with this response to Deposit 
Account No. 1 7-0026. 



QUALCOMM Incorporated 

Attn: Patent Department 

5775 Morehouse Drive 

Sa« Diego, California 92121-1714 

Telephone: (858) 658-2491 

Facsimile: (858) 658-2502 



Respectfully submitted. 





DarreH Scott Juneau 
Reg. Ho. 39,243 
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